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INTRODUCTION
As we are confronted with mounting evidence of the profound and potentially irreversible impacts of human activities on the planet-encapsulated in the notion of the Anthropocene-the need to engage across a range of ways of knowing and doing becomes increasingly urgent. The intersection and interdependence of human-environment systems is seen by scholars, policy makers, and other stakeholders as providing a promising vehicle for bridging understandings and guiding actions toward a more sustainable future Folke 1998, Berkes et al. 2008 ). Growing attention is thus being focused on social-ecological resilience. Indeed, it is increasingly being adopted as a centerpiece of policy making, planning processes, and management strategies (e.g., Field et al. 2014 ; http://www.100resilientcities.org). It also is being embraced in other fora-such as civil society and social movements (e.g., the Transition Movement) and in arts and creative practice-as a means to invoke and provoke critical reflection and debates about society directions and alternative visions (e.g., Rathwell and Armitage 2016, Brown et al. 2017 ; https://transitionnetwork.org).
The effectiveness of social-ecological resilience in informing transitions to more sustainable futures and actions depends on an understanding of biophysical, environmental, and human systems. There is widespread agreement that we need integrative research that transcends disciplinary boundaries and embraces ideas from the natural and social sciences, as well as other bodies of knowledge (e.g., Castree et al. 2014 , Brondizio et al. 2016 . This is not new to social-ecological resilience. Over the past decade, the field has taken a "social turn" (Brown 2013) as resilience researchers broadened their theoretical and methodological lens to incorporate insights and approaches from a wide range of non-natural science disciplines: from the social and behavioral sciences (e.g., sociology, anthropology, human geography, economics, psychology) to closely aligned interdisciplinary fields (e.g., sustainability sciences, global environmental change sciences, environmental education, architecture, planning, law) and, to some extent, the humanities (e.g., literature, philosophy, religion, arts, and music). The field also has widened its concept of what are credible knowledge practices, expanding from a positivist tradition of scientific inquiry to interpretive and participatory modes of research (e.g., Fazey et al. 2018 ). This crossdisciplinary engagement has gained momentum over the years, as evidenced in the expansion in number and scope of integrative work presented at the Resilience conferences since 2008 (see Bousquet et al. 2016) and related publications.
This Special Feature emerged in response to this mounting crossdisciplinary appetite and the opportunity to open up a discussion about how and in what ways this collaboration can be strengthened moving forward. The main premise that underpins the collection of papers in the Special Feature is that enriching this engagement across disciplines necessitates transcending traditional approaches to integration, which tacitly give the social sciences a "service" role, i.e., "being allowed to observe what they do but not disturb it" (Viseu 2015) . Incorporating descriptive and analytical research to improve understanding of the human and social dimensions that influence the functioning and sustainability of Earth systems remains vital. Nonetheless, meaningful and productive crossdisciplinary collaboration requires also making room for "disruptive, reflexive, generative, innovative, and instrumental" roles and approaches (Popa et al. 2015 , Bennett et al. 2017a . These are critical to effectively address our planet's most "wicked" problems such as climate change, food security, and poverty as divergences and dissension help foster the debates that are central to the creation of new ideas and possible "solutions" (Hirsch Hadorn et al. 2006 , Brown et al. 2010 . Thus, providing space for constructively exploring divergent perspectives, tensions, and discordances-as well as a willingness to be reflexive-is integral to furthering a fruitful engagement between the social sciences (and other bodies of knowledge) and social-ecological resilience research.
PAPER CONTRIBUTIONS
In line with the above, the papers in this Special Feature stretch the ways in which the social sciences can engage with/in socialecological resilience. They do so in two ways: by integrating longstanding social science theories, concepts, and methodologies into current social-ecological resilience frameworks and concepts, and/or by bringing in theoretical lenses and approaches-some relatively nascent and contentious even within the social sciences -that challenge resilience thinking, research, and practice. In pursuing the former, papers illustrate the potential for stronger crossdisciplinary synergies by exploring how specific bodies of social science knowledge and research practice can enrich resilience analyses. The papers that wrestle with conceptual and methodological tensions and incompatibilities highlight possible avenues for new ways of thinking about not only social-ecological resilience but also about how different disciplines and fields can https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol23/iss1/art41/ enrich each other. They encourage crossdisciplinary risk taking and "thinking out of the box" and, in doing so, pave the way for creative and innovative actions needed for a more sustainable future.
In the paper by Hobman and Walker (2015) , insights from psychology are incorporated to improve understanding of change and social-ecological resilience. They combine Lewin's 1950s Field Theory, a theoretical perspective that explicitly used the concept of social-ecological systems and aimed to better understand and effect change, with more recent contributions from ecological, cognitive, and social psychology and sustainability sciences. The crossdisciplinary conceptual framework they develop provides a means to better understand human and social dimensions of change and resilience from the intersection between psychological elements (i.e., how actors in the system perceive their environment) and their "objective" surroundings (i.e., the physical and social environment that enables or constrains people's behaviors). They demonstrate how we can gain a better understanding of these interlinkages and interdependencies, at particular points in time and places, and how this understanding can help inform actions for transformational change toward more resilient social-ecological systems (SESs).
The paper by Bush and Marschke (2014) considers socialecological change in the context of aquaculture from two distinct perspectives on social change-agrarian change and sociotechnical transition theory. The authors illustrate how these two theoretical perspectives, which have a long and rich tradition in social science scholarship, provide different insights into understanding the complexity and multiscale aspects of social and environmental transition in the aquaculture sector, and social-ecological change more broadly. In particular, they demonstrate how these bring insights about aspects of social change that tend to be understudied in resilience thinking: the situated and political aspects of change processes and the role of sociotechnical networks in fostering innovation for sustainability. Agrarian change theory, through its focus on indepth empirical case studies that look at the situated intricacies of local agency and social relationships of power and control, "opens up questions of material power and control over the environment that contrast with the questions of risk, vulnerability, and uncertainty that resilience thinking examines through coupled social-ecological systems." Sociotechnical transition theory focuses on understanding processes of change in terms of innovation in sociotechnical networks. The authors also demonstrate how three theoretical perspectives (resilience thinking, agrarian reform, and transition theory) that do not share the same ontological and epistemological foundations can nonetheless be constructively complemented to provide a richer and "more robust assessment of the social aspects of social-ecological transitions in the aquaculture sector and beyond." Moore et al. (2014) shed light on deliberative transformations of linked social-ecological systems. They argue that research on and practical efforts to intentionally transform systems toward more sustainable trajectories for people and the environment tend to emphasize either the social or ecological dimensions rather than their coupled nature. They propose a framework that draws on previous analyses of transformations in SESs and insights from three bodies of social science literature on radical change (social movements, sociotechnical transitions, and social innovations). The framework bridges social and ecological understandings of transformation and outlines the processes and phases of transformative change in an SES. It provides an avenue for analyzing the alteration of social-ecological feedbacks, critical barriers and leverage points, and outcomes of social-ecological transformations.
The paper by Apgar et al. (2015) on the Guna indigenous people illustrates the importance of considering cultural and spiritual dimensions of adaptation, transformation, and social-ecological resilience. They show how longstanding social and cultural processes have created enabling conditions that have fostered the Guna people's adaptive and transformational capacity. Furthermore, they highlight how a participatory action research (PAR) approach and process enabled a collaborative process of inquiry. They also demonstrate the value of inductive, qualitative research methods-sparingly used in social-ecological resilience research-can provide rigorous scientific insights.
The paper by Gray et al. (2015) explores the value of participatory methods for integrating individual, community-level, and expert knowledge and for developing models of SESs that are driven by stakeholders and support communities. They introduce fuzzy cognitive mapping (FCM), a participatory modeling approach that has been used in a range of contexts, including fisheries management and agriculture, but less so in resilience-informed research and assessments. Through a case study of bushmeat trade in Tanzania, the authors demonstrate how FCM can be used as a tool and process for promoting resilience analysis among stakeholders by identifying key state variables that comprise an SES, evaluating alternative SES equilibrium states, and defining desirable or undesirable state outcomes through scenario analysis.
The paper by Tidball (2014) examines the role of social-ecological symbols in three postdisaster case studies in the USA (New York 2001 terrorist attack, New Orleans 2005 hurricane Katrina, and tornado-torn Joplin, Missouri in 2011). He highlights the importance of the symbol of the tree and the ritual of tree planting in situations where the SES has undergone large-scale shocks. His study of tree symbols and tree planting rituals adds to a growing body of work within resilience studies on the role of material and nonmaterial cultural dimensions of social-ecological resilience. To this, he adds another perspective, that of hybrid socialecological symbols or symbols that "contain both social and ecological meanings, and also, more importantly, social and ecological interactions." He demonstrates the importance of the presence of these hybrid tree symbols and tree planting rituals to the process of recovering from specific disasters and to enhancing and perpetuating resilience postdisaster. Dwiartama and Rosin (2014) endeavor to unpack the notion of "actors" and "agency" in SESs and their role in enhancing resilience from the perspective of Actor-Network Theory (ANT). Through an analysis of two case studies-one on Indonesian rice production systems and the other on New Zealand kiwifruitthey demonstrate how ANT's encompassing conceptualizations of agency can enhance awareness and understanding of the intertwined role of humans and nonhumans in influencing the configuration of SESs and building resilience. They argue that Ecology and Society 23(1): 41 https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol23/iss1/art41/ enhancing understanding of human and societal adaptive capacity and resilience requires extending the focus from individual humans to the wider network of human and nonhuman actors (or "actants" in ANT terminology) in the system and how their interactions shape, challenge, and constrain ability to influence, change, and build resilience.
The paper by Stone-Jovicich (2015) also explores the value of ANT for extending social-ecological resilience thinking and practice, in addition to two other social science perspectivesmaterio-spatial world systems analysis and critical realist political ecology. She provides examples of how social science theoretical perspectives with very different underpinning ontological and epistemological foundations can foster stronger inter-and transdisciplinary ties with social-ecological resilience. She demonstrates how materio-spatial world systems analysis offers the potential to enrich resilience analyses of global environmental change, global governance and stewardship, planetary boundaries, and multiscale resilience. She highlights the role critical realist political ecology perspectives can play in supporting resilience research to integrate greater consideration of local/ traditional/indigenous knowledge systems and power, and to consider the normative assumptions in social-ecological resilience. The value of ANT is argued to be its potential to understand and analyze resilience as "resilience-in-the-making," which offers both new insights but also challenges the boundaries of resilience thinking and practices.
The focus of Fabinyi et al.'s (2014) paper is unpacking the "social" and power in SESs and demonstrating how more nuanced framings of these dimensions can help inform social-ecological resilience analyses. They argue the need to move beyond organized social units and institutional perspectives to understanding the complexity and diversity inherent in society and among people. They draw on perspectives from ecological and social anthropology and political ecology to focus a multi-and interdisciplinary lens on social differentiation and power and to draw attention to issues of competing goals, differences in perspectives and experiences, and contested interests. They build on these social science bodies of work to propose how social diversity and power can be better integrated in understandings of human-environment relationships, SESs, and social-ecological resilience research.
The issue of power is also the central focus of the paper by Boonstra (2016) . Responding to the need for greater understanding of power relationships, injustices, and inequities in social-ecological resilience research, he reviews and synthesizes how power-its sources and dimensions-have been conceptualized in social science theory. He uses that as a foundation to develop a conceptualization of power that can be applied to better understand how power mediates and shapes social-ecological interactions and resilience. In his framework, power is presented as comprising dimensions that shape both the conduct and context of societies and ecological systems. The process of domestication of fire thousands of years ago is provided as an example of how hominids used fire as a source of power that irreversibly restructured the way humans relate to their environments and to each other.
KEY INSIGHTS AND EMERGING FRONTIERS
All of the papers in this Special Feature demonstrate how different social science disciplines, theories, concepts, and methodologies can deepen knowledge of the social and human dimensions of social-ecological resilience and support actions toward a more sustainable future. We discuss some of the key insights that emerge from the papers and reflect on the future of social science and broader crossdisciplinary contributions in the field.
Human and social dimensions of change, transitions, and transformations in the context of social-ecological systems and resilience All of the papers provide, implicitly or explicitly, insights on the dynamics of social change in linked human-environment systems and how these shape groups' and societies' paths toward enhanced resilience. What stands out is that there exists a rich variety of perspectives from the social (and behavioral) sciences that have yet to be fully explored in the realm of social-ecological resilience. Some of these span theories and methodologies that are well recognized and extensively applied within their respective fields. For example, the paper by Hobman and Walker (2015) demonstrates the value of reaching back to earlier pieces of intellectual work. The authors remind us that social psychology has a long history of engagement with concepts of SESs and resilience. Their articulation of the classical literature of Kurt Lewin (1890-1947) with current social-ecological understandings of resilience offers a new way of understanding not only change in coupled human-environment systems but also the link between individual, group, and system loci of change. Bush and Marschke's (2014) blend of a long-established theoretical framework (agrarian change theory) with a more recent perspective (sociotechnical theory) articulates previously understudied aspects (situated and political aspects of change processes and the role of sociotechnical networks in fostering innovation for sustainability) of social change dynamics in socialecological transitions. These papers, among others in this Special Feature (e.g., Moore et al. 2014 , Stone-Jovicich 2015 , demonstrate the relevance and applicability of established bodies of social and behavioral science knowledge for advancing analyses of change in social-ecological resilience. Other papers challenge us to consider perspectives on change that, at first glance, do not seem to be compatible with social-ecological resilience. The Actor Network Theory (ANT)-informed papers by Dwiartama and Rosin (2014) and Stone-Jovicich (2015) extend our understanding of how change and resilience unfold through the lens of a world in which the notion of the "social" does not exist other than as an intertwined and dynamic network of human and nonhuman actors. This view of change-via-hybridity is also explored in Tidball's (2014) paper. The author highlights how tree symbols and tree planting rituals, which are viewed as containing both ecological and social meanings and interactions, are instrumental to catalyzing change in postdisaster contexts toward enhanced community resilience.
The role of human and nonhuman actors and agency in influencing change and resilience
The role of actors and agency in shaping SESs and building resilience is an area that has been highlighted as in need of further exploration (Davidson 2010, Brown and Westaway 2011) . As in the case of analyses around social change, transitions, and transformation, there is a rich array of social science theories and Ecology and Society 23(1): 41 https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol23/iss1/art41/ methodological approaches that have much to offer in way of deepening understanding of the notion of agency and the role that different actors play. To date, the majority of social science perspectives that have been integrated in social-ecological resilience have focused on human actors. Some of the papers in this Special Feature introduce theories and methodologies that emphasize nonhuman actors, such as trees, rivers, and technologies, and how they interact with people in shaping SESs and capacity for change and resilience. Dwiartama and Rosin (2014) and Stone-Jovicich (2015) demonstrate this through their application of ANT, and Tidball (2014) through his analysis of hybrid social-ecological symbols. Although these papers are exploratory (particularly the first two) they reveal that, despite significantly different epistemological and ontological foundations, "hybrid" perspectives and social-ecological resilience thinking can be brought together into constructive dialogs that yield new and creative insights and lines of inquiry.
The contribution of material and nonmaterial cultural and social dimensions to enhancing resilience at individual, community, and system scales Researchers and practitioners engaging with social-ecological resilience ideas and practices have long recognized the role sociocultural processes (e.g., arts festivals, indigenous rituals) and knowledge (e.g., traditional ecological knowledge) play in shaping SESs and contributing to resilience (Berkes and Folke 1998 , Davidson-Hunt and Berkes 2003 , Folke 2004 , Moller et al. 2004 ). The social sciences are well placed to further contribute to this area of inquiry. There are opportunities for further engagement with disciplines within the social sciences that have a long and rich history of work in this area, such as anthropology. The paper by Apgar et al. (2015) is an example of the value of such an integration. Through their application of qualitative and participatory methodologies extensively used in the field of anthropology, they are able to provide a rich understanding of the role of cultural practices and institutions in facilitating the Guna people's capacity to adapt and be more resilient both at a community and individual level. Tidball's (2014) case studies in New York City, New Orleans, and Joplin, Missouri remind us, however, that material and nonmaterial symbols and rituals also play an important role in enhancing resilience in Western countries and urban contexts. His study of tree symbols and treeplanting rituals joins other social-ecological resilience studies that explore the role of culture-including theatre, music, and the visual arts-in supporting people and societies to articulate visions and build sustainable pathways (e.g., Bjordam 2012 , Goldstein 2012 , Brown et al. 2017 .
Power relationships, dynamics, and inequity in resilience
Issues of power and inequity have been longstanding and central foci of social science research and scholarship. Although not entirely neglected in social-ecological resilience research, there remains a limited understanding of matters of power and conflict and their implications for the way social-ecological resilience is framed and practiced (Evans 2011 , Phelan et al. 2012 , Wilkinson 2012 , Hahn and Nykvist 2017 . Several of the papers in this Special Feature draw on well-established theories to fill in some of these gaps. In providing multiple understandings of how power is expressed, they highlight the importance of integrating more nuanced analytical lenses if social-ecological resilience is to effectively contribute to a more socially just and desired future.
For example, Stone-Jovicich's (2016) incorporation of world systems analysis, critical realist political ecology perspective, and ANT reveal very different concepts of how power is formed and shapes people and the SESs in which they are embedded. The framework proposed by Boonstra (2016) , on the other hand, builds on and integrates different strands of social theory on power to offer new ways of thinking about and analyzing power in social-ecological systems. Whether building on existing bodies of literature or providing new framings, each of these theoretical lenses proposes quite distinct avenues for how inequities can be addressed and resilience can be built. However, as Fabinyi et al. (2014) remind us, understanding power, inequity, and implications for social-ecological resilience is contingent on first unpacking what is meant by the "social" to reveal diversity and differences.
Qualitative and participatory methodologies
Although a core strand of the social sciences, qualitative and participatory methodologies remain underused in socialecological resilience research. Three papers in the Special Feature highlight the value these approaches, and the data generated through their application, to building more robust and inclusive social-ecological resilience framings and practices as a result of incorporating different perspectives, values, and knowledge systems. Apgar et al.'s (2015) study of the Guna people in Panama demonstrates how a participatory action research (PAR) approach, complemented by ethnographic methods, led to a collaborative process of inquiry. They also highlight how inductive, qualitative research methods can provide rigorous data via triangulation of methods (PAR, ethnographic methods, literature reviews) and data (use of both primary and secondary data), and the application of grounded theory as a systematic qualitative data analysis method. The contribution of ethnographic field work to opening up new ways of seeing and analyzing resilience is also demonstrated by Tidball's (2014) postdisaster case studies in the USA. By capturing stories and recording memorials and acts of replanting, the author is able to examine the symbolic role of trees and tree planting in enhancing disaster recovery. Gray et al. (2015) introduce a different participatory method for understanding SESs: fuzzy cognitive mapping (FCM). In a case study of bushmeat trade in Tanzania, FCM is used collaboratively to analyze the SES and applied with scenario analysis to identify desirable and undesirable future states.
Multi-, inter-, and transdisciplinary exchange, collaboration, and integration
Finally, all of the papers offer insights into the core theme of this Special Feature: how crossdisciplinary exchange between the social sciences and social-ecological thinking, and other bodies of knowledge, can be broadened beyond approaches that result in social science being "added-on to an already defined agenda" (Krauss 2015) . The papers, as a collective, demonstrate that working between and among disciplines (i.e., multi-, inter-, and transdisciplinary) is possible and valuable. It also can take many shapes and forms. For example, Bush and Marschke (2014) propose a complementary or collaborative approach. They argue that ontological and epistemological differences between social science theories such as agrarian change and transition theory and social-ecological resilience require moving away from an integration approach to interdisciplinarity. Otherwise, this, they https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol23/iss1/art41/ maintain, risks social theory and concepts being "naturalized" to fit into resilience thinking. Rather, they propose that concepts and methodologies are complemented, such as positivist approaches in resilience and transition theory and the qualitative hermeneutics in agrarian change theory, in such a way that interdisciplinary exchange is fostered through the sharing of "bridging" results and insights. In a similar vein, Fabinyi et al. (2014) emphasize moving away from attempts "to present one view of how the 'social' can be better conceptualized in an improved 'model' of an SES." Rather than pursuing interdisciplinarity in the name of building a "theory of everything" by integrating social theories into an overarching "grand narrative," they suggest a more productive, pragmatic, and realistic aim is to focus on the "more humble goal of simply fostering more genuine interdisciplinary dialogue." This involves acknowledging and accepting divergent views and perspectives and learning from how other disciplines and fields have approached similar conceptual challenges that social-ecological resilience thinking is grappling with.
CONCLUSION
Strengthening dialog and joint initiatives among the social sciences, social-ecological resilience and other bodies of knowledge is paramount for informing transitions to more sustainable actions and futures. This Special Feature is intended as a first conversation; a starting point. There is great potential to further support and grow this nascent collaboration. One way forward is to continue the crossfertilization of scientific thinking and methods. As demonstrated in a number of the papers in this Special Feature, social scientists can continue to take the lead in demonstrating the ways in which different theoretical perspectives and methodologies, from a rich array of subfields and schools of thought, improve understanding of the complex ways people and society interact with nature and the planet. At the same time, there is a need to look beyond these conventional "descriptive and diagnostic" contributions and tap into social sciences' "disruptive, reflexive, generative, innovative, and instrumental roles" (Bennett et al. 2017a) . Supporting joint exploration of novel, blended, and unusual perspectives and approaches provides a unique opportunity to ensure that social-ecological thinking, research, and practice remain meaningful and effective.
Having said that, we recognize that translating the above into tangible and productive crossdisciplinary relationships and practices is challenging. Efforts in related interdisciplinary fields, such as the conservation sciences, demonstrate the extent to which engagement within and across the natural and social sciences tends to be fragmented and superficial (Bennett et al. 2017b ). The role social science can play in informing viable future trajectories is not only often misunderstood by scholars who sit outside those fields (Bennett et al. 2017b) , it is also internally contested among social scientists. Aside from philosophical divides among the life, physical, and social sciences, there exist deep-rooted competing ontological and epistemological assumptions, emphases, and understandings of society-environment interactions within the social sciences (see Miller et al. 2008 , ISSC/UNESCO 2013 , Leyshon 2014 , Moon and Blackman 2014 . In addition, some social scientists have raised serious concerns and reservations about the concept of social-ecological resilience, citing limited or narrow analysis of the role of power, social diversity, and human agency, among other social and human dimensions (Cote and Nightingale 2012 , Hatt 2013 , Olsson et al. 2015 . Others have been sceptical of the constructive potential of engaging with certain theoretical strands within the social sciences, such as critical theory and postmodernist approaches.
One step to overcoming the above challenges and to move toward more fruitful collaboration is to more openly acknowledge the tensions, barriers, and "elephants in the room" that often surface in crossdisciplinary efforts and to work jointly toward addressing them. Providing greater clarity on the diversity of ontological, epistemological, and philosophical perspectives that underpin the social sciences, and their implications for understanding humanenvironment relationships and crossdisciplinary social-ecological resilience research, paves the way for increased understanding and engagement. Additional insights and practical recommendations for building stronger collaborations and integration across disciplines and other perspectives can also be valuably drawn upon (e.g., Stember 1991 , Buanes and Jentoft 2009 , Balvanera et al. 2017 , Bennett et al. 2017a . With regard to internal social science debates and concerns raised by social scientists concerning social-ecological resilience concepts and applications, the sharing of discordances and dissensions provides a way for the social sciences to play a disruptive and generative role that can contribute to new ways of thinking about resilience and innovative actions toward a more sustainable future. This necessitates careful consideration about how these are communicated to avoid creating or further entrenching ideological barriers that will impede effective crossdisciplinary dialog and collaboration.
The effectiveness of social-ecological resilience in informing transitions to more sustainable futures, however, requires more than enhanced collaboration and understanding across scientific disciplines. Popa et al.'s (2015) proposal for a "reflexive sustainability science" argues for combining conventional transdisciplinary approaches with reflexive, open-ended, actionoriented, transformative approaches. Transformations toward sustainability, social innovation, ingenuity, and flexibility are key areas of social-ecological resilience inquiry and analyses (e.g., Westley et al. 2013 , Bousquet et al. 2016 , Folke et al. 2016 , Olsson et al. 2017 ), yet resilience researchers-from all disciplinary orientations-have yet to fully explore the role they, and the field more broadly, can play as embedded actors in transformational transition pathways. Adopting a reflexive transdisciplinary approach entails a fundamental reconceptualization of the role of science, one where scientists and scientific knowledge are understood as part of a much broader constellation of actors, voices, and knowledge needed for moving toward a more sustainable and just world. It also entails disciplines "to reimagine themselves, their methods, and their 'worlds' if they are to work productively in the twenty-first century where social relations appear increasingly complex, elusive, ephemeral, and unpredictable" (Law and Urry 2004 in reference to the social sciences). Underpinning reflexive transdisciplinary approaches are collective processes of problem framing and solutions, interrogation of normative assumptions, pluralism, experimentation, and learning (Fazey et al. 2018 ). Exploring such approaches in the field of social-ecological resilience, alongside other modes of knowledge exchange and collaboration, can contribute to making social-ecological resilience robust as a theoretical construct, useful in informing effective and appropriate management tools and approaches, and effective in bringing positive outcomes for both ecosystems and the people that inhabit them. At the end of the day, more inclusive and integrative social-ecological resilience science and practices will enable more socially appropriate and just and ecologically effective pathways for desirable transformation.
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